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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the RCE filed on: 02/29/2008. 

2. Claims 1-62 are pending. Claims 1,11,18, and 30-35 are amended. Claims 1, 
11,18, and 30-35 are independent claims. 

3. Claims 18, 19, 20, 23, 24, 29, 34-36, 47, 48, and 50-54 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marcy, in view Upton, IV. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 21, 30, 31-33, 37, 38, 40, 42, 43, 45, 56, 60 
remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marcy in view of 
Dreyband et al and Upton, IV. 

5. Claims 15-17, 57, 58, 61, and 62 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Marcy, Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al in view of Wan. 

6. Claims 25, 26, 27, and 28 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marcy, Upton, IV, in view of Wan. 

7. Claims 5, 6, 7, 9, 13, 39, 41 , 44, 46, 55, and 59 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Marcy, Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al in view of 
JAXB. 

8. Claims 22, 49, and 53 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marcy, Upton, IV, in view of JAXB. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 18, 19, 20, 23, 24, 29, 34-36, 47, 48, and 50-54 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marcy (US Patent: 6,662,342 B1, published: 
Dec. 9, 2003, filed: Dec. 13, 1999), in view Upton, IV (US Patent: 6,742,054 B1, issued: 
May 25, 2004, filed: Apr. 7, 2000). 

With regards to claim 18, Marcy teaches a method comprising: 

• Receiving the schema for the data that is based on the mark-up language 
(column 4, lines 40-54: whereas, a XML parser receives a schema of XML data 
(DTD) for processing) 

• Storing the data in a database (column 4, lines 1-29: whereas, XML data is 
stored in a document. The document is stored in computer memory/data- 
store/database) 

• Identifying a child node that is to be accessed within the data: An application 
program is used to access content in an instance of XML data (column 6, lines 
23-32: whereas, "the application program can obtain information and content on 
any part of the document"). Furthermore, it is inherent that the application 
program identifies a child node to be accessed within the data since the 
application access any part of the document, which includes child nodes of 
elements (column 5, lines 57-59). 
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• Reviewing the schema to determine one or more access parameters relating to 
the child node: A schema of XML data (DTD) is reviewed, and handles are 
created (column 4, lines 40-55:). These handles are used to reference nodes for 
each element and/or attribute for direct access, since metadata for each node 
includes memory location information (column 6, lines 2-11). Furthermore, 
additional access parameters are generated from the schema, including 
hierarchical relationship access information as explained in column 9, lines 21- 
24. As shown in Fig. 5, hierarchical information includes the relationship of a 
child noc/e/element relative to a parent node/element (such as the 'Price' 
element', with respect to the 'Item' element). 

• Using the one or more access parameters to directly access the child node 
without requiring progressive traversal of child nodes (column 6, lines 23-32: 
whereas, an application program uses location information for a specified node 
(such as a child node), to directly reference the corresponding data in an XML 
instance). 

However, although Marcy teaches access parameters being determined, Marcy 
does not expressly teach determining one or more access parameters for the child 
node relative to the parent node in accordance with the schema. 
Upton, IV teaches determining one or more access parameters for the instance of the 
child node relative to the parent node (stored in an array/column) in accordance with the 
schema (column 28, lines 5-20: whereas, an 'city' schema node/element is relative to an 
'address' schema node (node data being stored in an array/ column). Additionally, offset 
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access parameters are used of the city relative to the address node/element, to access 
the 'city' data). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's one or more access parameters (which are used to 
directly access an instance of node data without progressive traversal of a hierarchy of 
elements defined in a schema as explained above), such that the access parameters for 
an instance of a child node are relative to a parent node (node data being stored in an 
array/column) in accordance with the schema, as taught by Upton, IV. The combination 
of Marcy and Upton, IV would have allowed Marcy to have "referred to a field in a 
schema" (Upton, IV, column 2, line 55). 

With regards to claim 19, Marcy teaches a method in which the mark-up language is 
based on XML (column 4, lines 40-54: whereas, XML markup language used). 

With regards to claim 20, Marcy teaches a method in which at least one access 
parameters is based on offset position (column 6, lines 60-65: whereas, memory offset 
locations are used as access parameters). 

With regards to claim 23, which depends on 18, Marcy teaches a method in 
which the child node is not directly accessed if the node is not defined in the schema 
(Fig. 3, column 5, lines 1-36: whereas, all elements, including child nodes that are not 
defined in the schema do not get referenced with an access handle. Since the user 
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application (reference 6) does not receive the handle, the child node cannot be 
referenced/directly accessed). 

With regards to claim 24, which depends on claim 18, Marcy teaches a method 
comprising directly accessing a child node in which the method is performed (in claim 
18, and is rejected under the same rationale). Furthermore, Marcy teaches 
implementing the method using Java (column 8, lines 11-17), and thus it is inherent that 
a method implemented in Java will support the system's native datatypes using the 
system's Java Virtual Machine. 

With regards to claim 29, which depends on claim 18, Marcy teaches a method in 
which other child nodes not presently needed are not loaded into memory (column 7, 
lines 10-20: whereas, the child node data/values are not loaded into memory, since the 
application program references a memory location in XML instance.) 

With regards to claim 34, for a system performing a method similar to claim 18, 
and is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 35, for a computer program product comprising a computer 
usable medium having executable code, performing a method similar to claim 18, and is 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 36, which depends on claim 18, Meyers teaches direct 
access is performed to a location in an XML document for the child node (column 7, 
lines 9-30: whereas, various parsers are used to implement a direct access procedure 
using a location in an XML document for elements. Furthermore, the elements include 
child nodes, as shown in Figure 5.) 

With regards to claim 47, which depends on claim 34, for a system performing a 
method that is similar to the method of claim 18, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 48, which depends on claim 34, for a system performing a 
method that is similar to the method of claim 20, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 50, which depends on claim 34, for a system performing a 
method that is similar to the method of claim 24, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 51 , which depends on claim 35, for a computer program 
product performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 18, is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 52, which depends on claim 35, for a computer program 
product performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 20, is rejected under 
the same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 54, which depends on claim 35, for a computer program 
product performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 24, is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

10. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 21, 30, 31-33, 37, 38, 40, 42, 43, 45, 56, 60 
remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marcy (US Patent: 
6,662,342 B1, published: Dec. 9, 2003, filed: Dec. 13, 1999) in view of Dreyband et al 
(US Patent Application: US 2001/0029604 A1 , published: Oct. 1 1 , 2001 , filed: Apr. 27, 
2001) and Upton, IV (US Patent: 6,742,054 B1, issued: May 25, 2004, filed: Apr. 7, 
2000). 

With regards to claim 1 , Marcy teaches a method comprising: 

• Storing the XML data in a database (column 4, lines 1 -29: whereas, XML data is 
stored in a document. The document is stored in computer memory/data- 
store/database). 

• Receiving a schema for the XML data, as similarly explained in the rejection for 
claim 18, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

• Using an access procedure for providing direct access to the element within an 
instance of the XML data, with at least one access parameter that is determined 
for the element relative to a second element, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 18, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
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However, Marcy does not teach a method comprising with at least one access 
parameter that is determined for the element relative to a second element in 
accordance with the schema, implementing a named access procedure, determining at 
least one access parameter to have direct access to an instance of the element in the 
XML data stored in the column of the database, and creating the named access 
procedure and associating the named access procedure with the element when the 
element is appropriate for association. 

Upton, IV teaches determining one or more access parameters for the instance of the 
child node relative to the parent node (stored in an array/column) in accordance with the 
schema (column 28, lines 5-20: whereas, an 'city' schema node/element is relative to an 
'address' schema node (node data being stored in an array/ 'column). Additionally, offset 
access parameters are used of the city relative to the address node/element, to access 
the 'city' data). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's one or more access parameters (which are used to 
directly access an instance of node data without progressive traversal of a hierarchy of 
elements defined in a schema as explained above), such that the access parameters for 
an instance of a child node are relative to a parent node (node data being stored in an 
array/column) in accordance with the schema, as taught by Upton, IV. The combination 
of Marcy and Upton, IV would have allowed Marcy to have "referred to a field in a 
schema" (Upton, IV, column 2, line 55). 
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However, the combination of Marcy and Upton, IV do not expressly teach implementing 
a named access procedure, determining at least one access parameter and creating the 
named access procedure and associating the named access procedure with the 
element when the element is appropriate for association. 
Dreyband et al teaches a system comprising: 

• Identifying an element within the schema to associate with a named access 
procedure (Figure 3, paragraph 0029: whereas, elements defined in the xml file 
are identified, such as the element used in Dreyband's example xml file labeled: 
"name") 

• Determining if the element identified is appropriate for association with a named 
access procedure (paragraph 0028: whereas, a check is performed to make sure 
that the xml document being used is "schema valid", thus inherently, the element 
defined in the xml document has been identified to be appropriate also). 

• Creating the named access procedure and associating the named access 
procedure with the element when the element is appropriate for association 
(Figure 3, paragraph 0029: whereas, using the schema, an element is associated 
with a named access procedure by creating a java class named: "person", and 
having a named access procedure/attribute labeled "getName" (getName is 
associated with the child element labeled "name" in the provided schema shown 
in Figure2). Additionally, it is pointed out that Dreyband's named access 
procedure inherently teaches the use of access parameters as indicated in 
paragraph 0029: " getName return(s) data located in the name element". Thus, 
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access parameter information must have been known/used to know where to 
located the data for the particular name element). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy and Upton, IV's access procedure (which includes 
using access parameters) for directly accessing an instance of XML data to further 
include the implementation of a named access procedure system which also uses 
access parameter information, as taught by Dreyband et al. The combination of Marcy, 
Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al would have allowed Marcy's system to be able to access 
XML data through a defined named access approach using a schema as a standard for 
association, and to have included "the capability of mapping entire schema into the 
object oriented language" (Dreyband et al, paragraph 001 1) 

With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1 , for a method performing a 
similar method to claim 12, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 3, which depends on claim 2, Marcy teaches a method 
comprising access parameters includes offset information for each element Each 
element (for which the elements include child nodes, as shown in Figure 5) in a XML 
document (Figure 1) is assigned a memory offset location to be sent to an application 
for use as access parameters (column 6, lines 60-65). 
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With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 1 , Marcy does not teach a 
method which the named access procedure is a procedure to get a value for the 
element or to set a value for the element. 

However, Dreyband et al teaches a method in which a named access procedure 
is defined to get a value for the child node or to set a value for the child node (Figure 2 
and 3: whereas, child elements disclosed in a schema shown in Figure 2 (such as child 
node 'Name'), have corresponding get and set functions shown in Figure 3 (such as 
'getName' and 'setName')). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the access procedure used by Marcy's application program 
to use a named access procedure to get and/or set a child node value as taught by 
Dreyband et al. The combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al would have 
allowed Marcy to have implemented a mapping of a XML schema into Java with "bean 
style" mutator and accessor methods (paragraph 0029). 

With regards to claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1 , Marcy does not teach an 
element is not appropriate for association if it is a node not defined in the schema. 

However, Dreyband et al teaches an element is not appropriate for association if 
it is a node that is not defined in the schema (paragraph 0044: whereas, Dreyband et 
al's system checks if the user xml document is schema valid). Dreyband et al's system 
only makes the association if the user's document is schema valid (paragraph 0029: 
whereas, a mapping happens when the user's document is schema valid). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's system to further include associating elements with 
named access procedures only on the basis of a valid schema as taught by Dreyband 
et al. The combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al would have allowed 
Marcy's system to have been able to incorporate an error checking procedure when 
performing an association. 

With regards to claim 10, which is dependent on claim 1 , Marcy does not teach 
the named access procedure is implemented as a bean accessor type. 

However, Dreyband et al teaches the named access procedure (in claim 1 , and 
is rejected under the same rationale), is implemented as a bean accessor type (Figure 2 
and 3: whereas, child elements disclosed in a schema shown in Figure 2 (such as child 
node 'Name'), have corresponding get and set functions shown in Figure 3 (such as 
'setName')). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's system to include the named access procedure with 
a bean accessor type as taught by Dreyband et al. The combination of Marcy, Upton, 
IV, and Dreyband et al would have allowed Marcy's system to directly access an XML 
instance using a common accessor interface. 

With regards to claim 11, Marcy teaches a method comprising: 
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• Storing XML data in the database (column 4, lines 1 -29: whereas, XML data is 
stored in a document. The document is stored in computer memory/data- 
store/database) 

• Identifying an element within an instance of the XML data to access (column 6, 
lines 23-33: whereas, an application program issues a request to access an 
element within an instance of XML data). 

• Determining if the element has been associated with an access procedure 
corresponding to the element, an access procedure providing direct access to 
the element within the XML data with at least one access parameter that is 
determined for the element relative to a second element, and if the element has 
been associated with an access procedure, then using an access procedure to 
access the element in the instance of the XML data (column 6, lines 23-33: 
whereas, the application program makes the determination to access an element 
by using an access procedure that includes referencing a memory location 
associated with the element for direct access. 

• If the element has not been associated with the named access procedure, then 
using a DOM API to access the element in the instance of the XML data (column 
2, lines 1-22: whereas, a DOM API is used to access element data through a 
search procedure) 

However, Marcy does not teach implementing a named access procedure that is 
associated with an element, Determining at least one access parameter for the element 
relative to a second element in accordance with a schema; and a named access 
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procedure to have direct access to an instance of the child node in the data stored in a 
column of the database. 

Yet, Marcy and Upton, IV teach, determining at least one access parameter for the 
element relative to a second element in accordance with a schema; and a named 
access procedure to have direct access to an instance of the child node in the data 
stored in a column of the database (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 18 
above, and is rejected under similar rationale). 

However, Marcy and Upton, IV do not expressly teach a named access procedure 
that is associated with an element. 

Dreyband et al teaches a method for implementing named access procedure that is 
associated with an element (to access the element in the instance of XML data), as 
similarly explained in claim 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy and Upton's access procedure (which are used to 
directly access an element without progressive traversal of a hierarchy of elements 
defined in a schema as explained above), such that the access parameters use the 
named access procedure approach taught by Dreyband et al. The combination of 
Marcy, Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al, would have allowed Marcy's system to have 
"mapped the entire schema into the object oriented language" (paragraph 001 1). 

With regards to claim 12, which depends on claim 1 1 , Marcy teaches a schema for 
XML data is known apriori (column 4, lines 40-54: whereas, a XML parser receives a 
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schema of XML data (DTD) for processing. However, Marcy does not explicitly teach 
the named access procedure is based upon analysis of the schema. 
Dreyband et al teaches a method the named access procedure is based upon analysis 
of the schema (Dreyband et al, paragraph 0029: whereas, a named access 
procedure/method is defined based on a valid schema, and the respective element 
defined in it). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's method for schema analysis to include Dreyband et 
al's method for implementing a named access procedure based upon the schema 
analysis. The combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al would have allowed 
an application to have used Marcy's system based upon a predefined method of 
information exchange. 

With regards to claim 14, which depends on claim 1 1 , Marcy teaches a method in 
which other elements of the data not presently needed are not loaded into memory 
(column 7, lines 10-20: whereas, values at child nodes are not loaded into memory, 
since the application program directly references a memory location in XML). 

With regards to claim 21 , which depends on claim 18, Marcy does not explicitly 
teach method in which a named access procedure is defined to get a value for the child 
node or to set a value for the child node. 
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However, Dreyband et al teaches a method in which a named access procedure 
is defined to get a value for the child node or to set a value for the child node (Figure 2 
and 3: whereas, child elements disclosed in a schema shown in Figure 2 (such as child 
node 'Name'), have corresponding get and set functions shown in Figure 3 (such as 
'getName' and 'setName')). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the access procedure used by Marcy's application program 
to use a named access procedure to get and/or set a child node value as taught by 
Dreyband et al. The combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al would have 
allowed Marcy to have implemented a mapping of a XML schema into Java with "bean 
style" mutator and accessor methods (paragraph 0029). 

With regards to claim 30, Marcy teaches a system for: 

• Means for receiving a schema for the XML data, as similarly explained in claim 
18, and is rejected under the same rationale 

• Means for storing XML data in the database (column 4, lines 1-29: whereas, XML 
data is stored in a document. The document is stored in computer memory/data- 
store/database) 

• Means for using an access procedure for providing direct access to the element 
within the XML data, means for determining at least one access parameter for 
the element relative to a second element, similarly explained in claim 18, and is 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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However, Marcy does not teach a system comprising means for determining at least 
one access parameter for the element relative to a second element in accordance with 
the schema, means for implementing a named access procedure, and means for 
creating the named access procedure and associating the named access procedure 
with the element when the element is appropriate for association. 
Marcy and Upton, IV teach means for determining at least one access parameter for the 
element relative to a second element in accordance with the schema, and wherein the 
at least one access parameter allows the named access procedure to have direct 
access to the element without progressive traversal of a hierarchy of elements defined 
in the schema, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 18, and is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

However, the combination of Marcy and Upton, IV do not expressly teach, Means for 
identifying an element within the schema to associate with a named access procedure, 
Means for determining if the element identified is appropriate for association with a 
named access procedure, and Means for creating the named access procedure and 
associating the named access procedure with the element when the element is 
appropriate for association 

Dreyband et al teaches a system comprising: 

• Means for identifying an element within the schema to associate with a named 
access procedure, similarly in claim 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale. 
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• Means for determining if the element identified is appropriate for association with 
a named access procedure, similarly in claim 1 , and is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

• Means for creating the named access procedure and associating the named 
access procedure with the element when the element is appropriate for 
association, similarly in claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy and Upton, IV's access procedure for directly 
accessing an instance of XML data to further include the implementation of a named 
access procedure system as taught by Dreyband et al. The combination of Marcy, 
Upton, IV, and Dreyband et al would have allowed Marcy's system to have been able to 
access XML data through a defined named access approach using a schema as a 
standard for association. 

With regards to claim 31 for a computer program product comprising a computer 
usable medium having executable code, is similar to a system performing a similar 
method to claim 30, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 32, for a system performing a method similar to claim 1 1 , and 
is rejected under the same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 33, for a computer program product comprising a computer 
usable medium having executable code, is similar to a system performing a method of 
claim 1 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 37, which depends on claim 30, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 1 , is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

With regards to claim 38, which depends on claim 30, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 3, is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

With regards to claim 40, which depends on claim 30, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 8, is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

With regards to claim 42, which depends on claim 31 , for a computer program 
product performing a method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 2, 
is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 43, which depends on claim 31 , for a computer program 
product performing a method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 3, 
is rejected under the same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 45, which depends on claim 31 , for a computer program 
product performing a method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 8, 
is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 56, which depends on claim 32, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method of claim 14, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 60, which depends on claim 33, for a computer program 
product performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 14, is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

11. Claims 15-17, 57, 58, 61, and 62 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Marcy (US Patent: 6,662,342 B1, published: Dec. 9, 2003, 
filed: Dec. 13, 1999), Upton, IV (US Patent: 6,742,054 B1, issued: May 25, 2004, filed: 
Apr. 7, 2000), and Dreyband et al (US Patent Application: US 2001/0029604 A1 , 
published: Oct. 1 1 , 2001 , filed: Apr. 27, 2001 ) in view of Wan (US Patent: 
2003/0233618 A1, published: Dec. 18, 2003, filed: Jun. 16, 2003, Foreign priority: Jun. 
17, 2002). 

With regards to claim 15, which depends on claim 1 1 , Marcy does not teach a 
method in which the element is at a known offset from a parent location. 
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However, Wan teaches the element is at a known offset from a parent location 
(Table B and D: whereas, Table B represents an XML instance (which includes child 
nodes), while Table D shows a method for accessing a memory location of the child 
nodes using offsets based off of the memory location of a parent node). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's application for accessing node data to further 
include the method for accessing child nodes via offsets based off of a location of the 
corresponding parent nodes as taught by Wan. The combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, 
Dreyband et al and Wan would have allowed Marcy's system to have been able to have 
reduced iterative traversal of an XML instance. 

With regards to claim 16, which depends on claim 15, Marcy teaches a method in 
which the known offset is managed independently of the XML data (column 6, lies 60- 
65, Figure 3: whereas, an application program (reference number 6), receives offset 
information from the XML parser, and thus, is managed independently of the data). 

With regards to claim 17, which depends on claim 1 1 , Marcy does not teach a 
method in which a memory layout associated with the XML data is maintained as a flat 
layout. 

However, Wan teaches a method in which a memory layout associated with the 
XML data is maintained as a flat layout (Table B and D: whereas, Table B represents an 
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XML instance (which includes child nodes), while Table D shows a method for 
accessing a memory location of the child nodes in a flat layout (index/list)). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's application for accessing node data to further 
include the method for accessing the memory location of nodes in a flat layout. The 
combination of Marcy and Wan would have allowed Marcy's system to have been able 
to improve the usage of memory. 

With regards to claim 57, which depends on claim 32, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method of claim 15, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 58, which depends on claim 32, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method of claim 17, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 61 , which depends on claim 33, for a computer program 
product performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 15, is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 62, which depends on claim 33, for a computer program 
product performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 17, is rejected under 
the same rationale. 
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12. Claims 25, 26, 27, and 28 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marcy (US Patent: 6,662,342 B1, published: Dec. 9, 2003, filed: Dec. 

13, 1999), Upton, IV (US Patent: 6,742,054 B1, issued: May 25, 2004, filed: Apr. 7, 
2000), in view of Wan (US Patent: 2003/0233618 A1 , published: Dec. 18, 2003, filed: 
Jun. 16, 2003, Foreign priority: Jun. 17, 2002). 

With regards to claim 25, which depends on claim 18, Marcy does not teach a 
method in which direct access is performed to an offset location for the child node. 

However, Wan teaches a method in which direct access is performed to an offset 
location for the child node (Table B and D: whereas, Table B represents an XML 
instance (which includes child nodes), while Table D shows a method for accessing a 
memory location of the child nodes using offsets). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's application for accessing node data, to further 
include the method for accessing child nodes via offsets as taught by Wan. The 
combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, and Wan would have allowed Marcy system to have 
parsed "schemas of structural documents to determine predefined deterministic 
relationships between components of structured documents to be indexed" (paragraph 
0009). 

With regards to claim 26, which depends on claim 25, Marcy does not teach a 
method in which the child node is at a known offset from a location for the parent node. 
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However, Wan teaches a method in which the child node is at a known offset 
from a location for the parent node (Table B and D: whereas, Table B represents an 
XML instance (which includes child nodes), while Table D shows a method for 
accessing a memory location of the child nodes using offsets based off of the memory 
location of a parent node). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's application for accessing node data to further 
include the method for accessing child nodes via offsets based off of a location of the 
corresponding parent nodes as taught by Wan. The combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, 
and Wan would have allowed Marcy's system to have been able to have reduced 
iterative traversal of an XML instance. 

With regards to claim 27, which depends on claim 26, Marcy teaches a method in 
which a mapping of the known offset is managed independently of the data (column 6, 
lies 60-65, Figure 3: whereas, an application program (reference number 6), receives 
offset information from the XML parser, and thus, is managed independently of the 
data). 

With regards to claim 28, which depends on claim 25, Marcy does not teach a 
method in which memory layout associated with the data is maintained as a flat layout. 

However, Wan teaches a method in which memory layout associated with the 
data is maintained as a flat layout (Table B and D: whereas, Table B represents an XML 
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instance (which includes child nodes), while Table D shows a method for accessing a 
memory location of the child nodes in a flat layout (index/list)). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's application for accessing node data to further 
include the method for accessing the memory location of nodes in a flat layout. The 
combination of Marcy, Upton, IV, and Wan would have allowed Marcy's system to have 
been able to improve the usage of memory. 

13. Claims 5, 6, 7, 9, 13, 39, 41, 44, 46, 55, and 59 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Marcy (US Patent: 6,662,342 B1, published: Dec. 9, 
2003, filed: Dec. 13, 1999), Upton, IV (US Patent: 6,742,054 B1, issued: May 25, 2004, 
filed: Apr. 7, 2000), and Dreyband et al (US Patent Application: US 2001/0029604 A1, 
published: Oct. 1 1 , 2001 , filed: Apr. 27, 2001 ) in view of JAXB (Sun Microsystems, 
pages 58, and 74, published: January 8, 2003). 

With regards to claim 5, which depends on claim 1 , Marcy does not explicitly 
teach a method in which direct mapping is performed to an intended datatype for the 
element. 

However, JAXB teaches a method in which direct mapping is performed to an 
intended datatype for an element (page 74: whereas, based on the datatype disclosed 
in a schema, a mapping is performed to an intended Java datatype, as shown in the 
example, an 'int' datatype in the schema is mapped to an 'int' Java datatype, and a 
'float' datatype in the schema is mapped to a 'float' Java datatype). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's system to include a method of directly mapping 
datatypes as taught by JAXB. The combination of Marcy and JAXB would have allowed 
an application that utilized Marcy's system, to have accessed data more efficiently, 
without the overhead of any additional datatype mapping steps. 

With regards to claim 6, which depends on claim 5, Marcy does not explicitly 
teach a method in which a conversion to a string datatype is not performed when 
mapping to the intended datatype. 

However, JAXB teaches a method in which a conversion to a string datatype is 
not performed when mapping to the intended datatype (page 74: whereas, an 'int' 
mapping is performed). 

With regards to claim 7, which depends on claim 5, Marcy does not explicitly 
teach a method in which the mapping is a close-matching datatype. 

However, JAXB teaches a method in which the mapping is a close matching 
datatype (page 58: whereas, mapping to a javatype is based on the defined schema 
datatype. As shown, an 'unsigned int' datatype in a schema is mapped to the closest 
matching datatype in Java, which is a 'long'). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's XML access system to further provide a closest 
matching datatype that is supported for a particular system/application. The combination 
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of Marcy and JAXB would have allowed Marcy's system operate flexibly on various 
different platforms using different datatypes. 

With regards to claim 9, which depends on claim 1 , Marcy does not explicitly 
teach a method in which the element is appropriate for association if it corresponds to a 
native datatype of the system in which the method is performed (page 58, Table 5-1 : 
whereas, all the schema datatypes disclosed are mapped to all supported Java 
datatypes. Furthermore, it is inherent that Java datatypes will be supported by the 
native datatypes available in the system through the use of the platform specific Java 
Virtual Machine). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's system to further include a method for associating 
elements that map to Java datatypes for system independent datatype support. The 
combination of Marcy and JAXB would have allowed Marcy's system to have operated 
independent of platform type. 

With regards to claim 13, which depends on claim 1 1 , for a method performing a 
similar method to claim 5, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 39, which depends on claim 30, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 5, is rejected under the 
same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 41 , which depends on claim 30, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 9, is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

With regards to claim 44, which depends on claim 31 , for a computer program 
product performing a method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 5, 
is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 46, which depends on claim 31 , for a computer program 
product performing a method similar to the method performed by the method of claim 9, 
is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 55, which depends on claim 32, for a system performing a 
method similar to the method of claim 5, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 59, which depends on claim 33, for a computer program 
product performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 5, is rejected under 
the same rationale 

14. Claims 22, 49, and 53 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marcy (US Patent: 6,662,342 B1, published: Dec. 9, 2003, filed: Dec. 
13, 1999), Upton, IV (US Patent: 6,742,054 B1, issued: May 25, 2004, filed: Apr. 7, 
2000), in view of JAXB (Sun Microsystems, pages 58 and 74, published: January 8, 
2003). 
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With regards to claim 22, which depends on claim 18, Marcy teaches a method 
comprising identifying a child node that is to be accessed within the data: An application 
program is used to access content in an instance of XML data (column 6, lines 23-32: 
whereas, "the application program can obtain information and content on any part of the 
document"). Furthermore, it is inherent that the application program identifies a child 
node to be accessed within the data since the application access any part of the 
document, which includes child nodes of elements (column 5, lines 57-59). However, 
Marcy does not explicitly teach a method in which direct mapping is performed to an 
intended datatype for the child node. 

JAXB teaches a method in which direct mapping is performed to an intended 
datatype for a child noc/e/element (page 74: whereas, based on the datatype disclosed 
in a schema, a mapping is performed to an intended Java datatype, as shown in the 
example, an 'inf datatype in the schema is mapped to an 'int' Java datatype, and a 
'float' datatype in the schema is mapped to a 'float' Java datatype). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Marcy's method of accessing child node data to further 
include a method of direct mapping to an intended datatype as taught by JAXB. The 
combination Marcy and JAXB would have allowed Marcy's system to have performed 
faster child node data retrieval. 

With regards to claim 49, which depends on claim 34, for a system performing a method 
that is similar to the method of claim 22, is rejected under the same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 53, which depends on claim 35, for a computer program product 
performing a method that is similar to the method of claim 22, is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments filed 02/29/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

16. With regards to claim 18, the applicant argues that Upton does not teach the 
amended "... an instance of the child node in the data stored in a column of the 
database for the child node without since "Upton explicitly discloses storing 
message data in an array to allow an iterator to step through the data, and does not 
disclose accessing data stored in a column of the database". Yet, this argument is not 
persuasive since, as noted by the applicant, Upton stores data in an array. The 
examiner interprets this array of data as a column of data; and respectfully points out 
that should the applicant require the column of data to have a type of data in one 
dimension, and another type of data in another dimension, that the dimension details be 
included in the claim language, to distinguish the difference between a column of data 
and an array of data taught by Upton. 

1 7. The applicant secondly argues that Upton does not teach "... without 
progressive traversal of a hierarchy of nodes defined in the schema However, this 
argument is not persuasive since the previous Office action does not say that Upton 
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teaches ... without progressive traversal of nodes, but rather Marcy is disclosed to 
teach this particular limitation (see the rejection for claim 18). Furthermore, Marcy and 
Upton, IV, are in the same problem solving area with regards to methods of data 
access, as similarly explained in the rejections above. Thus, the applicant's argument is 
not persuasive. 

18. With regards to claims 1,11, 30-35, reciting similar limitations as claim 1 8, and 
are therefore allowable, since claim 18 is allowable; is not persuasive since claim 18 
has been shown/explained to be rejected. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to WILSON TSUI whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7596. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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